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MASSORETIC STUDIES. 

III. 

The Division into Verses. 
I. Age of the Division into Verses. 

It is known that the older form of the Biblical text is contained 
in the scrolls as used in the Synagogues ; all external additions which 
were not admitted in such scrolls are of comparatively later origin. 
The text of the Torah authorized to be used in the Synagogal service 
shows the division into books and sections, but not the division into 
verses. The former division, the Parashas, are therefore of greater 
age than the latter, the Pesukim. The text had first been divided 
into sections according to the contents, and afterwards subdivided 
into sentences ; the division progressed from the greater to the smaller. 
For the same reason it may be confidently asserted that the subdivision 
of the verses themselves into smaller portions, according to the sense, 
has followed, and not preceded, the division into verses ; the complete 
verse is older than the half-verse. The analysis of the text has 
progressed gradually from a division into books to one into sections, 
verses, and half-verses. 

As the books and sections of the Pentateuch are severally marked 
in the scrolls used in the Synagogues by empty spaces, and the 
various verses are not so distinguished, there can be no doubt that 
the former division hails from pre-Talmudic times, otherwise it 
would not have been introduced in these scrolls; just as little as 
the division into verses, which was already known to the oldest 
traditions that have come down to us. From an historical point of 
view the Parashas, and the division into five books of the Pentateuch, 
must therefore be called pre -historic. Prom this it by no means 
follows, however, that the division into verses first arose in historical 
times, which, in this case, means the first century of the common era. 
A distinction must be made between the division into verses and 
its external indication. The beginning and end of each verse have 
been marked by external signs only in post-Talmudical times, and 
yet we find the older Tanaites already speak of separate verses, 
and there can be no question that even the oldest Tanaites were 
acquainted with them. It is pure chance that no maxims have been 



MASSOEETIC STUDIES I23 

handed down in their name in evidence of this fact. The counting of 
the verses, and, consequently, the division into verses, is in Eiddushin, 
30 a, attributed to the Soferim. It is therefore beyond doubt that 
this process took place at a period to which the tradition of the 
Tanaites does not reach up. The proofs of these assertions will be 
adduced in the course of our inquiry. 

The information afforded by tradition cannot, therefore, fully 
answer this question. A. Dillmann has condensed the results of the 
previous investigations in the following sentence: "There is no 
evidence to show whether larger or smaller sentences were separated 
in writing; it was certainly not done regularly; but probably 
occasionally, and in special cases (on the Mesha stone), by means of 
a vertical stroke, and in poetry verses and parts of verses seem to have 
been usually marked by distinct lines, for even at a later time poems 
were written always after that fashion ; and with other nations, for 
instance the Arabians, this mode of writing poetry dates from 
antiquity \" D. H. Muller, in his latest work*, expresses himself 
much more confidently : " I believe myself able to maintain, and in 
certain cases also to prove, that the Prophets in writing down their 
speeches divided them in lines or vei-ses." 

Even if Dillmann's and MuUer's opinions be correct, the question 
remains, whether in Hebrew prose also the text was divided into 
separate verses? The idea that this might have been effected by 
means of a vertical stroke, must, I think, be discarded, for no trace 
of such distinction can be found either in the text of the Bible, or in 
the older traditional literature. If the text of the Torah had ever 
possessed such signs to divide the sentences, they could not have been 
so thoroughly eliminated from it as not to leave some reminiscence 
at least in the tradition. It is true M. Friedmann ' wanted to infer 
from Soferim, 3, 7 (vi. ed. Muller = Sefer Tora, 3, 4), the existence of 
a division by means of a vertical stroke, but without sufficient ground. 
For, in the first place, IpOSC IDD does not necessarily mean a stroke, 
it means merely a division, which might have been effected by an 
empty space ; and, secondly, this prohibition, which is to be found 
neither in the Talmud, nor in the Midrash, may have originated only 
at the time when the signs for the vowels and accents came to be 
developed, and cannot therefore serve as an evidence of antiquity. 

^ Herzog-Plitt, iVofestonfe'scfte Eedl-Encydopaedie^ II, 383. 

' Die Propheten in ihrer wrsprUnglichen Form, Vienna, I, 61. Muller holds 
that the mmno and mmno, and the formation of stanzas, date from the 
oldest times. 

' Literaturblatt of the Menorah, I (1891), Ko. 3. Cp. on this point, 
Pinsker, Einleitung in das hebr&isch-babylonische Punktationssystem, p. 133, n. i. 
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For the same reason is the expression CplDS '>B'N*1 *lp''3{}'1 not to be 
understood as referring to a division in the oldest time by means 
of points '. 

In the absence of all historical evidence, nothing remains, as far 
as the oldest time is concerned, except turning to the text of the 
Bible itself and drawing conclusions from it. Not desiring to enter 
upon the frequently discussed question of Hebrew metres, stanzas, 
and versification ^, this being beyond the scope of our investigations, 
I bring forward only one proof for the pre-Massoretic, or, more exactly, 
the pre-Talmudic origin of the division into verses '. I allude to the 
alphabetical portions of Holy Writ*. It is especially Psalms xxv, xxxiv, 
and cxix, with their symmetrical half-verses, and the third chapter 
of the Lamentations of Jeremiah, with its short verses, which seem 
to me to supply a proof that the division into verses was not a product 
of theological knowledge, but had its origin in the very thought and 
speech of the ancient Hebrews. These short sentences cannot be 
considered as strophae; if we were to designate them as such, it would 
amount only to giving another name to the same thing. In the same 
manner I believe Psalms cxi and cxii to afford a proof for the 
primitive nature of the half-verses. Dichotomy is an inherent law 
of ancient Hebrew literature. The application of the alphabet 
to denote the commencement of verses bears ample evidence that the 
authors appreciated the separate nature of sentences; it may, 
therefore, be justly assumed, that the authors of the Bible had such 
consciousness of a division of the speech according to sentences, not 
only in poetry but also in prose. The melodious mode of recitation 
on solemn occasions, which is mentioned in the Talmud ^, may be 

' There were scrolls of the Torah in the Middle Ages in which a space 
of the size of one letter was left empty between the verses. Isaac ben 
Shesheth says in his Re^ionsm, No. 286 : mM sto i'IM nn« min "ibdi nsswic no 
"i3i xpiDD'' NpiDD p in«, and permits the questioner the use of the scroll. 

" Besides the works of Dillmann and Miiller, already cited, cf. Delitzsch, 
Psalms, ist ed., Preface x, pai-t II, p. 394 sqq. ; 3rd ed., I, p. 17 sqq. ; 
Bndde, Zeitschrift fiir die AUtestamentUche Wissmschqfl, II (1882), p. i sqq.; 
Das Hebrdische Klagelied, XI (1891), p. 234 sqq., and the literature quoted 
there. Especially important for the subject of versification is S. Berger, 
Histoire de la Vvlgate, Paris, 1893, p. 316 sqq. and p. 363 sqq. 

' I see from Delitzsch, Psalms^, I, p. so, n. 2, that Hupfeld and Biehm 
adopted this assumption {Luth. Zeitschrift, i866, p. 300). 

* Pss. ix, X, xxv, xxxiv, xxxvii, cxi, cxii, cxix, cxlv ; Lam. i-iv. 

' Megilla, 32 a : mm sta micm new sta tr^^p■n. Whether the intonation 
in use at the present day is identical with this now remains an open 
question. 
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of very ancient origin ; it certainly is pre-Talmudic. I think that 
no stronger proof than this for the pre-Talmudic origin of the division 
into verses can be adduced. Sufficient proofs are only given by the 
tradition. 

2. Tlie Division into Verses in the Talmud and the Midrash. 

In order to be able to form a judgment on the division into verses 
by the authorities of Tradition, it is necessary to make a complete 
collection and examination of the material referring thereto ; a thing 
vrhich has not hitherto been done*. The attempt shall therefore 
be made here to reconstruct a sort of mosaic picture out of the 
occasional, and widely scattered utterances of the doctors of the 
Talmud and Midrash. 

The word pIDD is of the same formation as the word 3in3 ; both 
require the noun "I3T as their complement ^ The root pDQ does not 
occur in Biblical Hebrew, but in the Aramaic dialect it denotes 
various things'. But the way the word is applied in new-Hebrew 
sufficiently explains the technical meaning of the word pIDS. Only 
the two following meanings need be considered: (i) "to cleave 
asunder," (2) "to interrupt." Friedmann, in his aforementioned essay, 
decides for its derivation from the former meaning, and concludes 
from it that the separation was marked, either by a vertical stroke 
at the end, or by a dot at the beginning of the verse. But, as we 
have already explained, the tenn PIDS is older than any written 
designation of the beginning or the end of the verses. We therefore 
prefer the second meaning ; pDS means " to interrupt the reading," 
" to make a pause." In the Mishna Sheviith we read : N\nB' n3NPD 
"131 npDID nys nODE'D n"'S)ne'3 npDia " Labour, which rests in the 
seventh year," &c. In the same sense the term p^DDD is applied in 
innumerable passages; for instance, Mech. to 12, 6 (6 a 2) : pjyn p"'Dan ; 

Tosifta Megiiiah, 4, 10: "i3i nmoa p^'-nnD Diyo nnnty ppDiac Dipoo 
nsnn nac p^-innD db' nnnc naa' ppDiQC Dipo» nTin^ '-\. Similarly 

wereadinMechiltato 15,23 (45ai9): naca ^nNa pp-'DSDI nncn plip 
"l31. Single passages from the Bible are either called 3103, after the 
Writing, or NlpO, after the Reading. Now it is probable that 
the expression to denote separate verses was taken from the Reading, 

' Strack, Prolegomena critica in Vetus Testamentum hebraicum, pp. 78-80, 122 ; 
Harris, Jewish Quarterly Review, I (1884), pp. 224, 231 ; Friedmann, 
Literaturblatt of the Mmorah, I, No. 3. They have dealt with very small 
fragments only of Talmudical data. 

'' Blau, Zur Einleitung in die Heilige Schrift, p. 18. 

' Cf. Ella Levita, Methurgeman, a. v. pDD. 
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because the reader paused for rest, and not from the Writing, where 
no external sign marked the division of verses. 

A distinction must be sharply drawn between KlpO and 3in3 
on the one hand, and pIDS on the other hand. The former expressions 
denote any passage from scripture, without regard to its length ; the 
latter term applies exclusively to a verse. This use of the terms 
is the predominant one in the older traditional literature. In the 
Thirteen Eules of R. Ishmael, in which the Torah in its written shape 
was foremost in the mind of the Tanaite, the term aiTia only is used, 
because there is no question of verses. The words 31X13 and XIpD 
occur in the same sense in no end of passages; the word pIDS, 
however, mostly, when it is not so much intended to lay stress 
on the contents, but rather on the length of the quotation. 
The portion of the nc^ia is therefore called pIDS, e. g. Sifre, II, 4 sub 
fin.: ''^131 nns HEHQ yOB'B' ''D*"" nnN pIDS yOCB' '•D. Just as, 
in the same passage, pia is divided into Disbn, thus HB'IS is divided 

into DViDS. In Aboth, 6, 3r IN nm nsSn IN im pns n3nD noiSni 

"l31 inx pIDS, the word ilB'ns is perhaps missing. Sifra to 16, 23 

(82 b Weiss) : nm piDSH }D pn -non by miox ntnan b \ piDS 

can also be used as " part of a book " ; e. g. Boraitha Sanh. 99 a 38 : 

nr piDSD pn n'Dtj'n jo nhs minn b ; ib. loi a 4 : bv pioa H'\'\pn Y'n 

">»r fM iniN nnj?1 D^icn -Cty ; Tosifta MegiUa, 2, 2 (223, Zuckerm.) : 

im piDS n3 D^DtJ'ni nj/Di nl^jDn riN xnipn. pica is also used when 

a certain number of verses is given, e. g. Mishna Megilla, 4, 5 : ifry\pn 
D'lpioa 'JC nina*' ab n~iin3. These instances we shall give completely 
later on. 

We are, however, in a position to show, that in our texts the word 
pioa has frequently taken the place of N"ipt3 or 3103, and this not 
only in texts of a later origin, but already in the oldest, in the 
Tanaite Midrashim. Mechilta, 19, i (61 b 3), verse i, 8 of the Song of 
Solomon is introduced by Johanan ben Zaccai with the following 
formula: HT plDa b]} 1J?t3VD in"n ^D* b ; but in the otherwise 
identical parallel passage of Sifre, II, 305 sub fin. (130 a 12), we find: 
nt tOpO "ntypS ''O^ ^31 ; Tosifta, Kethuboth, 5, 10 (26, F 10), is said in 
the name of Eleazar bar Zadoc : HTH NIpDH riN D'hn TlN^pl, similar 
to Kethuboth, 67 a 7 ; it occurs in the same form in Echa Babba, i, 16 

' Ed. pr., Malbim, the parallel passages Joma, 32 a and 71 a, all have 
pICD ; Jer. Joma, 7, 2 (44 b 33), the word piDE is omitted. Besides this 
passage picD occurs only twice more in Sifra : at the end of nna 3"' where 
most likely tdin airiDn -[31 ought to be read, instead of picDn ; and to 
1 1, 29 (52 b) ni piDDb yjo »Tpv 't n^rros = Ohullin, 127 a. Hupa and iin3 
occur, of course, hundreds of times. 
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(34 b 20), Jerush. Kethuboth 5, 13 (300 2), and Pesikta Babbatai, ed. 
Friedmann, 140 a, with the difference that pIDB is read instead of 
NipD. In Aboth de R. Nathan, ed. Schechter, I, c. 17 (p. 33, 1. 5), we 
read : Ht NlpO Nllp ''n''''n '•C b . . . T3"n. Besides other differences 
in the wording we find in the same sentence three times pIDS, and 
four times NIpD ; the latter reading is certainly the original one, for 
there is no question of the length, but of the contents of the passage. 
Another instance is this. The contradiction and harmonization of 
two scripture passages is in numerous cases expressed by the following 

formula : ''3K' iD'-'-pn^ ix''3 "tti nciN ^^N aiMi "131 noiN im aina 

l^^n (niN-ipD) Caina. Thus Mechilta, 20, 7 (p. 69 a i) : 1ID''''pni 1^3 
17N DUina '*!; 20, 17 (70 b 2); 20, 24 (73 b 9); 23, II (i<X)b 9). 
SomewhatdifferentlyMechilta, 22, 8(92b4): '•JN Nllp 1»1N 11JJ0B''l 

ii»Sn niNnpD ok' iD'-^'pn'' iifa "iai {^jh^ '•jn N-iipi "lai }N3 v^y. 

Without regarding the variation of aina and N"1?D, on which point 
Mechilta, 12, 5 (4 b), is important, as after niNlpD '3 the rule is cited 
with the expression paiDa "'JE' ; cf . Mech. 13, 6=2ob4 and 1 2, 1 5 = 8 b ; 
and also Sifre, II, i34=Menachot, 66 a, we maintain, that in Mech. 
15, 4 (38 a 7) the strange formula: 1t21N inN 317131 nT- 1D1N im 31113 
)bbn DVIDS 'a IC-'pn'' Wa non n»1N is undoubtedly corrupt, for one 
word, riT' or ilD"), cannot be called pIDS. As a matter of fact I do not 
think that there is any other passage in which the words ID^VT" 1S*3 
li>Sn D''piDa '':E> occur. In the same way I^H pllS b^ QiplDSl 'j 
in Sifre, II, 307 (133 a) is a corrupted reading, for in the parallel 
passage in Aboda Zara, 18 a 20, we read correctly pHS ?{? niN"ipO W^ 
pin. I learn from my notes that the subtle distinction between pIDEl 
and aina or NIpD was disregarded after some time, so that in Echa 
and Koheleth Eabba the word pIDD is generally used without any 
notice of its original meaning being taken. This occurs so frequently 
that it is unnecessary to quote passages from these and other 
Midrashic works, such as Pesikta de Rab Eahana, &c.' 

The important question has next to be considered, whether Tradition 
knew of a fixed division into verses, and of what nature such may 
have been. We can answer both questions from the tradition, and 
will therefore quote our sources first. The existence of a fixed division 
of verses is borne out by the fact that certain numbers of verses are 
mentioned. The previously quoted Mishna Megilla says : " Not less 

* Baba Bathra, 82 a : npSi in:'3 ytoo nan 'tB» m") m'i« mi nna «n.-< m Vs. 
Here DVDD are equivalent to nwipD ; it is an Amora of the fifth century 
who speaks. Sabbath, 118 b 31, KTon y^DO. There are, besides, numerous 
other instances from the later tradition. 
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than three yeisea of the Torah must be readV The Tosifta (ibid. 
4, 17, 18) on the other hand says : " No more than three verses are read 
without interruption ; if it is a Parasha oifour 01 Jive verses, it is all 
read ; if it is a Parasha of five verses, three are read and two are left, 
and the next person reads these two and three more from the next 
Parasha, but if this one had four or five verses, it was all read. 
As Haftara from the Prophets not more than three verses are read ; 
if the Parasha had four or five verses, all of it is read ; if it is a small 
Parasha, as, for instance, Isa. lii. 3, it is read by itself. At the end 
of a book (of the Torah), not less must be left than would suffice for 
seven persons^." From the Babylonian Talmud we quote the following 
Baraithot : Berachoth, 22 b, R. Meir teaches that one who is unclean 
may read only three verses from the Torah ' ; in the Synagogue not 
less than ten verses must be read ■* ; as Haftara not less than twenty-one 
verses may be read ° ; if a slave had read in the Synagogue he was 
not yet declared free ' ; if one had betrothed a wife asserting that he 
was a Reader, it was enough that he had read three verses in the 
Synagogue ^. 

' Deuteronomy Kabbah, c. 7 (337 b) : nM3 D^iDD niubttjo nino'" s'jtt) i:'pnn rraS 
jiTT "» minn nam© onai pnNi ncn im3 n"i 3pr>i pns' amiM. This is, of 
course, an Agadic interpretation ; such also is that given in Megilla, 21 b : 
D>3in3i Dwa2 min 12:3 or d'^niwi D'i") D^ana naa. The law that not less 
than three verses be read shows that it had been done before ; perhaps 
the reading of one verse is meant. Jer. Kethuboth, 3, 10 (26 D 21) : «TSi V» 
D'piDD 'jo T&is ^aT1 nivnp rrsivsn r&is niyn ttot i"n. 

' buji rwn« bv! niriD nn'n d« • in« -pai j'piDD rrtchvm inr mina pip )<» 
nnw D^jffl n>:ni nirtiD «iip nrcnn hm rrois nnvi d« • nbia n» >nip m nn nimn 
rwan "wji nm« S® nrrn d« • mn« rm^so rrn'ro ni»i d'j® jm« NTip nnp"; inr« 
n«ns nn'n -nnx -psi o'piDD nvMm -inr s'lia p'ooo j'« •nSu n« NTip ni nn 
'n ia« m J153 n:Ep mens nn'n d« • jbia n« »Tip nt 'in nicnn Srci nyai« ba 
'13 I"© • nraia i«ip'\B 'la k'jn iDon rjica J'T'ibo J'« • nosy 'jdi nnw pip nman: dot 
"i3i in» ttjaiPD nniD ^s^ mw i«ipi n»3«? ixip'aj. The apparent contradiction 
can be solved in this way, that a difference is made in case other persons 
have still to read ; for then two verses of the Parasha can remain for the 
next person. Cf. on this rule Jer. Megillah, 4, 5 in (75 b). 

' D'piDD nvham inv mina nnpb '«ibt 'ip tea j'« t«o 't ioh. 

' Megilla, 21 b 22 : i3Ti nD33n n'aa Q'piDD miuyn J'nnic ]'« ndib ai '3m »n «b»« 
j'Mn ]n nbw. 

° Baraitha in Megilla, 23 a: nsaffl nM3 D'piDD 'ni D'-nmo nine nS «'3:3 TTOEan 
mina i«ip\B. Ibid. 23b6: ip'DDX (pnv S) jb -ic« «'piCD rr^vss p'lp 'in '3i. 

" Kethuboth, 28 b 2 : ssr tA ni 'in naan n'aa D'picD rvtho (lajn) «ips? w 
nn'n'). 

' Kiddushln, 49 a: n in n"aa O'piCD mfm «ipto jva wnp 'jwd rata to Y'n 
DJini sip'ffi ly inw mm' 'ai nvnipo. 
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These figures presuppose a fixed division into verses. So do those 
sentences in which single verses are mentioned. The aforementioned 
Mishna in Megilla, 4, 5, reads : " No more than one verse at a time 
is read to the interpreter, but three verses from the Prophets'." 
To this rule belongs also the observation of the Amoraite R. Chisda : 
" The interpreter may not commence before the reader has finished 
the verse, nor must the reader commence before the interpreter has 
finished his interpretation ^" " One who reads the book of Esther, 
either letter by letter, or verse by verse," &c. ; "he who wrote and 
read the Megilla verse by verse '." " The threats in Leviticus xxvi and 
Deuteronomy xxviii must not be read without break, together with the 
verse preceding them and the verse foUovdng them *." " The reading 
of a verse which is not found in the twenty-four books of the Bible is 
equivalent to the reading of a verse from the Apocrypha '." 

As a third proof that the verses and their parts bore a fixed 
distinction, the decisions about the commencement and middle of 
verses may be cited: "Simeon ben Gamaliel says that on Sabbath 
the commencement of the verses may be arranged for children by 
lamplight'." Best known is the interpretation given to Neh. 
viii. 8, according to which NlpD3 13''3''1 means the beginning of the 
verses^. The king Ahab appears to the Amoraite Levi, who had 

^ nxoSffl N'uai nn« piccn inv pyf\rfi t>-yp> k')i. 

" Sota, 39 b : Dijina VnnnS '««n Djnnnn pwi "i3i »-\cn n to« «it it to«i 
'ED m:nn nSyw -a nn« piom S'nnnS >«ttn «T(:n p«i wmfn 'eo picD rrta'o is 

^ Megilla, 18 b: jn3Tno3 NTipn jk^pi ]»piDD i« nvm« "^DiD nn e^nmi Y'n 
«^^« 3"p«i nbiD n« «ip« in«' vh nn« piDD inipn ni T.■<avr^ V'n — kt Dnrran 
n'b npi spiDD KpiDD ira vht — -pw piDc inwo wnp mS« pins inw. Cf. on the 
second sentence, the above cited Tosifta Megilla, 2, 2 ; and on the Tal- 
mudical question "i3i inai «")><, Megilla, 25 a, 'piCD vide ioct (of the Sh'ma), 
Berachot, 13 b (cf. Succah, 42 a), ncp MplDB of the Sh'ma is mentioned. 

* Megilla, 31 b 23 : Nimcai \m^ piDEi 'mnn (ni'j'jpi main) "mnn Mintca mn 
jnnnsobffi p ddi d^co d"co . 

' Kmnbers Rabbah, c. 14 (117 a) : NTip iSxa CiBS X>"o 'UVtt piCD «liptt) ID ta 
C'Sisnn D'^DCl. In Kohelet Eabbah, sub fin., Ben Sira and Ben Laana are 
named as examples. Mention may also be made of Jer. Erubin, 10, 3 
(26 b 9\ «>p1l;c as contrasted with iCD ; Jer. Succa, 5, i (55 b 20% Jer. Sabbath, 
6, 1 (8 b 18) : TN npi N13 ^1DM rwny Hs npn jnm • rawa roo '3J S» piDB pip ]!« 
lies J«'ic S'ntDi "fhzn v'jy jn ibd vte p -TOana «inu) 'Ji ')S mn piDSn. Cf. 
also Sabbath, 103 b 30: iSiD picBn r« iin3'w laSai. 

■5 Jer. Sabbath, i, 4(3) : nw'J ppiDD '«}«t p") p'pno mpia'nn ioi« j"a«mn 
■un ; and a little before, ]'pDD C'piB »ir«T |pno writs. 

' Jer. Megilla, 4, i (74 d 50) : ^'m tas? Ditn . . . ^«Mn 3t Dwa >n>»i »aT 
a'"iDi« lEi -o^nann iS'm onnw wi TrnDon m tnpoa Knpm irai uvmai 

VOL. IX. K 



130 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

been wont to interpret i Kings xxi. 25 to his disadvantage, and says 
to him: "Thou only hast regard to the beginning, but not to the 
conclusion of the versed" Samuel bar Nachmann says ofNum.xxiii. 19, 
and Simon ben Lakish of Ps. cii. 18 that the beginning of the verse 
contradicts its latter part \ The middle of the verse is also mentioned ^. 
Long and short verses are distinguished*, and even half- verses have 
a special name ^ In writing most verses occupied two, three, or four 
lines ^. From all these data it is sufficiently clear that the texts of the 
Bible as possessed iy the Tanaites and jimoraites had an established 
division, of verses. If therefore the Talmud, Kiddushin, 30 a, attributes 
the division into verses to the Soferim, it is only meant to express the 

D'piDC 1BHT i';'N. In accord with this, but more accurately, Genesis 
Rabbah, c. 36 (149 b Wilna) : >«)nt ibx «ipm ^Ty^ • D'oymn i')s bw di«ji 
'io>( pDPT J33T • (?) nvMim nwiDH-i i\v TOiM "jx'bi') p wn n • dvideh 
riTDoS J.V3D. In Megilla, 3 a, and Nedarim, 37 b, this important 
passage reads thus : ib« tas? ciffii ... an ^«^N ^H3:n 3T to« pN i3 'p'»* 2t T3«t 
niTicnn i^« noxi d'Wto pid'd m «^p«^i ir3»i cpicon. It seems that D'oys 
is the same as dvce, and D'OStD 'pes the same as ni5>i3rt. Both expressions 
mean, respectively, complete and half-verses. The preceding note shows 
that D'piDD '««T , which, according to Soferim, 3, 7, were, at a later period, 
also externally marked, were of importance in Palestine. I know of no 
passage in the Babylonian Talmud in which DVDD 'tti«T, nor in the 
Palestinian Talmud in which D'oyTQ 'pDS, occurred. Whether in Jer. 
Chagiga, 2, 4 (77 a 45), docoi dvicd 'iDin i'> nmo m nSnna is not corrupted 
from c'piD 'cvn I should not like to decide. The question is, r^a^^D n\wn 
and C'piDD may be correct, although afterwards pis is mentioned. On 'd ib«t 
and 's r|iD cf. Rappoport, Erech Millin, nob. 

' Jer. Sanhedrin, 10, 2 (28 b 18) : n'SlD "jS ivbl KpiDST my<-\ -^ n'K ; 
similarly Levit. Rabbah, c. 36 (96 a): rro'D i« NpiDD pm n'lcn; Berachoth, 
10 a 7 : NipT rrD'o"! "I'S^, referring to Isa. liv. i b ; ibid, is Ps. civ. 29 in its 
relation to civ. i, called wwi »d'd, and not >npi ? 

''■ Genesis Rabbah, c. 53 (215 b 2), and Pesikta de R. Eahana, ed. Buber, 
181 a I. The same words occur in both passages : IDID iffNT «V nin piCDn 
■wrWT 1S1D M^l. Benjamin ben Levi speaks similarly of Ps. Ixix. 34 (Gen. 
Rabbah, c. 71 init.), and Jose bar Clianina of Song of Solomon vi. 2 
(Shir. Rabbah, s. v. = 65 a) ; cf. Pesikta BoMiathi, Priedmann, 8 b. 

' Jer. Berachoth, 2, i, sub fin. : piDsn rso«3 i')''B«i nwion rsosa. 

* Zebachim, 28 b. Lev. vii. 18 is called wnN Nip in contrast to xix. 7. 
In Bamidbar Rabbah, c. 4 (27 b), Num. vii. 9 is called nipu'nna? jtop piDD 
pip. 

" Numbers Rabbah, c. 13 (108 b), npDD. This chapter and chapter 14 
are from a later date. 

• Jer. Megilla, 71 c 10 : ptcno to')© D'n® 13 to' dm in« piDD ictscai wa 
13 Slip WN niw 13 Niipi i:pno. There were, of course, also verses of only 
one line, and of more than four lines. 
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fact generally known and recognized at that period, that this division 
was ever so old, and its origin lost in the remotest antiquity '. 

Ha\'ing settled this point we now approach the important question 
whether the division of verses, known to the doctors of the Talmud, 
was different from the one we possess ? It is only by the production 
of the direct and indirect testimonies contained in the Talmud and 
Midrash that idle speculation and gratuitous conjecture can be put 
a stop to. The material is much more ample than is commonly 
assumed, and quite sufficient to enable us to come to a decision on 
the question. For the purpose of greater lucidity we shall produce 
the proofs in several groups, and commence vnth those which contain 
evidence as about certain numbers of verses. 

According to the Mishna Taanith, 4, i, those Israelites whose 
Mishmar was on service in the temple, had throughout the week 
a religious service in their towns, in which the history of the creation 
was read in the following order '^ : iirst day, Gen. i. 1-8 ; second day. 
Gen. i. 6-13; third day, i. 9-19; fourth day, i. 14-23, &c. The 
Talmud, 27 b, observes in reference to this : n''E'N13 has five verses, 
yp"! '''1'' three verses ', together eight verses*; i. 6-13 has 8 verses'. 
Therefore, already at the time of Rav and Samuel, who are the 
disputants in that passage, the section Gen. i. 1-13 had the same 
division as in our time. This is the more noteworthy, because 
''IJI 1^]} TTil 13, 19, 23 form a verse by itself, whereas these words are 
in ver. 5 and 8 only a part of another verse. Indeed, the Palestinian 
Talmud " says that, according to the opinion of those who allow one 
verse to be severed into two, these words at the reading formed a 
separate verse. 

Numbers Rabbah c. 14 (123 b), and Midrash Tadshe, c. ii (Epstein, 

* This view also finds expression in the well-known maxim : «plDD Sa 
p'pCD «'' p« TTBD n'pDS «St ; instead of NpiDD ta, Berachot, 12 a, reads 

nciD S3. 

"•01 cmn isiir'i nnwo w 'suia • nm«o 'm con iv 'wSaja. This can 
serve also as an example of the mode in which, in ancient times, 
biblical passages were cited. 
» Of. Megilla, 22 a. 

* Jer. Megilla, 4, 2 (75 a) = Taanith, 4, 3 (68 b) : OTon «bN pm nb sm. 

' This follows from: nnn nnn nm jn • D'on npi Tpi 'n» swj jwn xm 
13 p« inin iVen -|mn -im joi • D'piDca. 

° L. c. iDsy 333 piDD np3 'H'l 3Ty wi imn -iot pi. Eashi, Megilla, s. v. 
pDi3, says that verse i, 3 was divided into two, which Samuel perhaps 
did not mean. In Babli, Kav and Samuel dispute whether jSn or pDiD ; 
in Jerushalmi, Kahana and Asi whether nnn or inin. 

K a 
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Beitrdge zur jUdischen AUerthumskunde, p. xxv), bears testimony 
that Gen. i. i to iii. 14 contained seventy verses \ That the section 
about Amalek, Exod. xvii. 8-16, did not have ten verses is testified by 
Jer. Megilla, 4, 2 (75 a), on which point compare Tosafoth, s.v. pnma pN 
in Megilla, 21 b. The Mishna Sota, 37 b, and the Talmud, 40 a 7, 
declare that the blessing of the priests, Num. vi. 24-26 (d''Jn3 0313), 
contained three verses ^. 

Our division of verses of Numbers xxviii. 1-15 is borne out in all its 
parts by Megilla, 21 b ^, so is our division of the Shema, Deut. vi. 4-6, 
Jer. Berachoth, 1,5 (3 b 9) *. The last eight verses of the Pentateuch 
are, as is well known, mentioned in the old Boraitha Baba Bathra, 

14 b', and by a Tanaite of the middle of the second century in 
Makkot, II a 12'. 

The Prophets and Hagiographa were not revered in the same 
degree as the Torah, and were not, therefore, as assiduously studied. 
Consequently they afford less proofs for our theory ; yet they are not 
entirely missing even in these books. 

I Kings i. In Koheleth Rabbah, 8, 8 (44 a), R. Levi says : "Almost 
iifty-two times we iind the expression 'the king David,' but in 
the narrative of his death it is only said 'David' (ii. i), because 
'there is no sovereign on the day of death.'" The strange 

' Numbers Rabbah : dtod ■("« c'piDD cvntD wn: nb'jp i? n-iDsni -idd irsno 

15 n'lCM-ao y\inn jom trrort dvidd csaiD on'to o'Vorro n? mw «^ D'a'i« ■'w 
"m ■]Vnn Su n'>xi onnn nnwo jon • 07102 0'rn«) nnnin tata nns ni-w 
071DD D'naJ (ibid. vii. 10) jon nx i\ti is? (Esther iii. i) : Midrash Tadshe 
similarly, but shorter. The Pinohas mentioned here is Pinchas ben Jair, 
to whom the book of the Jubilees was attributed. If Epstein's conjecture 
is correct, that the passages are quoted from the book of Jubilees in the 
name of Pinchas ben Jair, this date would be old enough ; but even If the 
Hebrew rendering of the book of Jubilees belongs to a later period, the date 
would still be pretty old. 

" Cf. also Numbers Rabbah, c. 11 (86 a) and c. 14 (126 a). 

' wn«!> '33 n« IS nnw I'll? ^s'^ \Din «j«t nvrts m-io an na aim n'3'a wa 
nn j'ln nasn oi'ai nsaii) ^rh mod • • • ifyan j"irn lanb 'mp n« ombM mnsi 
"i3i n®nn pn c^^nrtn '\D«nai. 

* J'13'D nna'2 J13'«t 13 p • roia pns o'jiicxnn j'pics 'a "i3i '30 Y'«. Vide 
a, I (4 a, at the bottom) NiDp na ; Sabbath, 1,1 (sag, at the bottom) ; a, i 
(4 b i) and Babli Berachoth, 6ib=Jer. Berachoth, 9, 5 (14 b 15, at the 
bottom) = Jer. Sota, 5, 7 (ao c) xa'pl'j, Deut. vi. 5. These passages leave 
no doubt that bxnic' rottj was divided in the same manner as we have it. 

" mira® D'pico TOawi nco aro rxBirr. Vide ibid. 15 a ; Menachoth, 30 a : 
jnw «nip Tn' mina© o'picD nmvi an no« hn an now ; Jer. Megilla, 3, 8 (74 b 63) : 
jjnrwbi imo') n3-\a pi»TO min r\y<im-\ x^nns >f"piDB 'room ju '3t 'a 'dt 'an . 

• ■chp'o ^s «"m D'pJCD n:o® «"n x'on: Si mirr S na 'J'Vd. 
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expression, "almost fifty-two times," can only be understood thus, 
that Levi counted in the first chapter of i Kings fifty-two verses, 
and means to say that the words "the king David" occurs in almost 
every verse, but immediately after, when David's death is mentioned, 
he is called " David " only \ 

Leviticus Kabbah, c. 6 (20b i) ascribes the authorship of the two 
verses, Isa. viii. 19, 20, to Beeri, the father of Hosheah, and says that 
they were embodied in the prophecy of Isaiah because they afforded 
too little material for a separate book'^. Of the prophets, three 
verses were read consecutively to the interpreter, but if such three 
verses constituted three separate sections, in that case they were 
read separately. The Talmud, Megilla, 24 a, says in explanation 
of these words of the Mishna, "for instance, Isa. lii. 3-5," which 
verses we also have as two Parashas'. 

Psalm xix. 8-10 are called three verses in Numbers Rabbah, c. 13 
(io8b)*; that the people responded Ps. ciii. 20-22 to the blessing 
of the priests is mentioned in Jer. Berachoth, i, I (2 c 25), and Babl. 
Sota, 39 b, and that text is called expressly three verses in Numbers 
Rabbah, c. 1 1 (86 a, at the bottom), in the name of Amoraites °. Of 
less importance is the evidence of the tradition that Threni i. 1-5 
formed five verses", and that the third chapter of the same book 
had a threefold alphabet of verses'. Numbers Rabbah, c. 14 (114b, 

' The Agadah reads : JV3 nn -[bom rns D*a»D QTiii o'lrart anp 'i") V'x 
nvsn cva ps';© j^si ciira rKh nn 'o' lanp'i yra ma") ncjc (i Kings ii. i). 
Verbal communication by Prof. Bacher. In our text the chapter has 
fifty-three verses. 

" n'sic'i ibDTCJi iBD ns Dm n>n xSi o'piDD '3td «b« warn k^ 'ihi po'D V'k 
nam '3i jn Vjxi. In the parallel passage, c. 15 (40 b, at the bottom), we 
read anan instead of c'piDD. 

' pip nvffins ib'to jnir^ vn • nthvi s'ajai nn» piDDn inv pjiinn") «v «bi 
nnN ^^^^. The Talmud mentions as an instance of this Isa. lii. 3-5. Baer, 
in his edition of Isaiah, restores also the third Parasha, but only on the 
ground of our passage from the Talmud, which is inadmissible, as Baer 
wanted to give the Massoretic text. 

* nJiBO mo '1 Dnatj (i.e. Bible) mm hv D'picD 'i nMD. 

" to') now piDD tea TO« nni picD nxa pioD ion in Tai ani 'ikq ai na ^y'is 

C'piDCn 'j. 

' Jer. Moed Katon, 3, 7 (83 b 44), says, in reference to Jer. xxxvi. 33 : 
rain 'n '3 'wonn pitB") r'anu) jva • jvidc saw nbn rwaisi nirti ieS® «inn. 
Parallel passages : Genesis Babbah, c. 42 (169 a) ; Leviticus Babbah, 
c. 1 1 (32 a), and others. The identification of ^\^^h^ and D'picD is interesting ; 
it is possible. 

' Echa Babbah, prooemium No. 28 (15 a) : «piDD urtn Nrtn Jo Ninio 
nn'a Nc')«3. 
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at the bottom), says that 2 Chron. vi. 18-41 consisted of twenty- fonr 
verses'. That Esther iii-vii numbered seventy verses, has already been 
mentioned above, when we spoke on Genesis. According to S adyah, 
Emunoth Weduoth, c. 7 (ed. Cracow, p. 147), Daniel xi. 2-xii. 3 had 
forty-seven verses ; and details are given as to groups of these verses, 
entirely in accord with our division of verses. 

The allegations as to the number of verses of whole books can also 
be taken advantage of in proof of the division of yerses. It is known 
that the principal passage is in Kiddushin, 30 a, where a statement 
is made as to the number of verses of the Pentateuch, the Psalms, 
and the Chronicles. On account of the importance of the subject 
we shall devote a special chapter to the number of verses of the 
Pentateuch, and in connexion therewith, to those of the Psalms and 
the Chronicles ; and shall, therefore, mention here only Samuel bar 
Nachman's statement as to the number of verses of the Proverbs. 
He says, in Shir Rabbah, i, i (5 b), in agreement with our Massorah, 
that he had not found in the whole book of Proverbs more than 
nine hundred and fifteen verses \ Midrash Tadshe, c. 20 (p. xxxviii), 
says of Thi-eni that it consisted of one hundred and fifty-four verses ', 
which agrees with our number. This statement would, of course, be 
of importance for ancient times, only if we knew that it emanated 
from an ancient source. 

' C'piDD ^^"^2. This is a later interpretation, after iron i"3, as older 
sources interpret it. 

* sicn n'?« 13 yra-o w^ia sVi ■•'nm ied ta hs ijTtn ':aro ^a ^nictc S ion 
13 J'NiD piD:i piDS ta i'5 j'sm xSx (?) "jffio d'd'jn 'i T3i» n«i D^piDS i"toi nwo 
D'Oi'TD 'Jl '3. Pesikta, 34 b; Pesikta Kabbathi, 60a; Eoheleth Rabbah, 
7, 23 ; Tanchuma npn, 14 ; Numbers Rabbah, c. 19 (156 b) : rKKM) 3np «'j» 
D'plDC niNO. Although this latter reading had already been possessed 
by Kimchi (Commentary to i Kings v. 12), I believe, nevertheless, that 
only Shir Eabbah has preserved Samuel bar Nachman's statement in its 
authentic form. It was easy for 'lEpnn (915) to be turned into 'np rn= 
niNO ™niE^ 3np. Strack, Prolegomena, p. 12, assumes the figure 915 to be 
a correction of the copyist, in order to obtain agreement with the Massorah. 
We do not share this opinion, because there can be no question of another 
system of division into verses ; and it is, therefore, impossible to cause 
115 verses to disappear. The term D'orio will have to be taken to mean 
the single sentences in the middle of the verse, equal to the D'ariD 'pcD 
in the Babylonian Talmud. He therefore says only that in each verse 
two or three C'oso were contained, although 915x3 still does not give 
3,000. If he had meant what Bacher assumed in Agada der Palast. Amorder, 
I, 501, that each verse had several meanings, this limitation would be out 
of place. Friedmann, n. 55, ad loc, thinks that Samuel bar Nachman 
had merely counted the w'rmi, and found 800 (?). 

' D'piDD Y'jp jna «n nin iec3 jn nv«;:iD (?)'t. 
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We shall now adduce passages from the Talmuds and Midrashim 
demonstrating to certainty that single verses commenced and termi- 
nated with the authorities of the tradition in the same way as in 
our Massorah. For the sake of shortness we shall content ourselves, 
in most cases, with indicating the sources, without communicating 
the matter itself. In by far the greater portion it is quite impossible 
to have any doubt as to their demonstrative value. In order to 
facilitate the survey as much as possible, we have, as far as our 
exposition allowed it, retained the order of the Biblical passages. 
We do not claim to have been exhaustive ; on the contrary, we are 
convinced that a careful study would be rewarded by a rich gleaning. 
We omit several allegations already given in reference to other 
points. 

Our division of verses is testified: for Genesis ii. 16 in Pesikta, 
100 b"^; for iv. 23, i Kings i. 33, Esther viii. 8 in Genesis Rabbah, 
c. 51 (209a); for xiii. 7 in Pesikta Rabbathi, 9b ^; for xix. 24, 25 in 
Pesikta, 170 a'. For Exodus ii. 4 in Sota, 11 a 17*; the full and 
half verses of chap, xv, in Mechilta, 15, i, Tosifta Sota, 6, 23 (303'"), 
Mishna Sota, 5, 6, Jer. Sota, 20 c 9, Babli Sota, 30 b ^ Leviticus : 
we have already spoken of the "long verse," vii. x8, in contrast to 
xix. 7 (Zebachim, 28 b 14). Pesikta R. interprets the whole verse, 
Lev. xxiii. 24, when it says PIDSI 13 " in the same verse ; ' ' 
xxiii. 27, 32; xvi. 29, 31, Num. xxix. 7, are entirely quoted in 

' nn» piCDi n'jiai • • • ino ;n»D -a 'dv 't. 

" p«a 3»i' w 'incni '3s:3ni picD Sic ibid sij^ p»D la mirr Y'n. 

' Two commencements of verses, with omission of the rest, in one 
quotation. 

* TOW n3':iD cw to i'jU m pics pns' 't ton, followed by an interpretation 
of the whole verse. 

= An exposition of the different readings, and an explanation of the 
passage, would occupy too much space, and we must therefore leave 
the reader to do it for himself. For our purpose the following words 
of the Mechilta are already sufficient : nniD rrn nwD ioi« '«in p ^W''5« 't 
nw o 'n') nT\o« towi nmc rvn mm • inr paiai inn« pw "j^iib'i nbnn inaia 
inn« pTO wffi'i rv man 'W low n>n rmn • □>! rrcn laam did na« 'jsno'i rtw 
ttj»» '" iQ» pQi3i inn« pw ')H^ttJ'^ nnnSo «)"« '" nmo rrn niro • nr-,®''') ''j 'n>i 
TO© '" nonba. Thus the passage reads without Priedmann's correction. 
It seems that Moses intoned the first half-verse, whereupon Israel 
responded with the second half, so that they concluded the verse at once 
together with Moses. I would, therefore, strike out the second id'« '" 
nonto. The short ver. 3 is particularly conclusive. I would give it as 
a conjecture that one of the controversies of the disputing Tanaites was 
whether each sentence ( = p?) formed a separate verse. The D'n m'ttj 
is, as is known, written, according to the Massorah, in separate verses. 
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Joma, 76 a. NuMBEES viii. 19 is testified in Leviticus Rabbah', 
c. 2 (8 a 8); xxiii. 19 in Genesis Rabbah, c. 53 (215 b 2); xxiv. g in 
Talmud Berachoth, 12 b (in the middle). Deuteronomy viii. 8 is 
testified in Berachoth, 41 a, and parallel passages ; xvi. 14 in Pesikta, 
100 a. The first words of xxxii. i, 7, 13, 19, 27, 39, are abbreviated 
and composed into a mnemonic in Rosh Hashanah, 31 a 16"; 
xxxiii. 18 is testified in Numbers Rabbah, c. 13 (109 a). 

For the division into verses of the second portion of Holy Writ the 
following passages are of importance : i Sam. xxv. 32 is testified in 
Jer. Sanhedrin, 2, 3, at the end (20 b); i Sam. i. 11 in Pesikta 
Rabbathi, i8a'; i. 16, 18 in Sanhedrin, 93a, at the bottom*; 2 Sam. 
xii. 3 in Megilla, 13 a 29, where it is quoted in full; i Kings xxi. 25 
in Jer. Sanhedrin, 10, 2 (28 b 18) ; Isa. iv. 6 in Sukka, 6 b, at the 
bottom ('quoted in full); Ixv. 24 in Exodus Rabbah, c. 21 (79b)''; 
Jer. ii. 2 in Sanhedrin, nob 18 (quoted in full by Jochanan) ; xv. 2 
in Baba Bathra, 8 b 6; Ezek viii. 16 (a long verse), x. 2, 7, 9, 11, 
I Kings ii. 26 (long verse) are fully quoted, neither less nor more, 
Joma, 77 a, at the top. 

Of the Hagiographa, the Psalms are most frequently quoted, and 
for the division of their verses the most proofs can be adduced ; which 
is of special importance for the double mode of division into verses, 
of which we shall speak later on. For the examples to be cited prove 
that the ordinary division into verses was the one we have. We have 
made the following notes. The well-known Baraitha in Sukka, 55 a, 
cites in full Ps. xxix. i, 1. 16, xciv. 16, xciv. 8, Ixxxi. 7, Ixxxii. 5 b. 
The last verse seems to have commenced with 1t31I3\ The single 
verses of this Psalm have, indeed, two parts each, with the exception 
of ours. Ps. xxi. 9 is testified in Esther Rabbah, 1, i (6 a); xxxi. 6, 
Berachoth, 5 a, at the top ; xxxix. 2, Gittin, 7 a 11 '; xlv. 8 in Pesikta 

* The same in Pesikta d. K. Kahana, 17 a: aiTt nns n«ll Ml pv V« 
ntw piDEja D'DSB ncan ]vzto MHC Vnic") ni"pn. The verse has thirty words, 
and there is no verse of similar length near it. 

' • i3'i»n=n] •]"b i"'in m io« pn 2t -ids (?) enow vn no «ni«i 'ecto2 
ncnn iraa )'p'>in ■]'3 ]*>:> pi-S-intu -pi^ a-i id« pn a-i io«i ["i3i 131=1. The first 
four sections consist, according to Eashi, of six verses each, the last two 
of eight verses each, which does not answer ; for then there would be only 
forty verses, whilst wwh has forty-three veraes. Even if Rashi meant 
that the last three sections had eight verses each, there still remained 
a superfluous verse, namely, between 27 and 39. 

» ntn piDcn b m to« mm' n"«. 

* tbv ia:3 inoM -ymt* "jrioM m picD3 m.i3 cnro mc')© ■'2cn: la "jKioffi Y'« 
"■01 niso. 

' ':ni '3« now «in piDsa d'D3>d ':«. 
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Rabbathi, 150 a^; xlvi. 8 (and 12), Jer. Berachoth, 5, i (8d47); 1. 7, 
Sanhedrin, 110 b 11 ; Ixix. 34 in Genesis Rabbah, c. 71, at the com- 
mencement (277 a)''; civ. 31 in ChuUin, 60a, at the bottom; civ. 35 
and Isa. liv. i in Berachoth, 10 a 7. 

The other books of the Hagiographa are also represented by some 
verses : Prov. xiv. 34 in Pesikta d. R. Kahana, 13 b ; xxx. 4 in Pesikta 
Rabbathi, 15a; Job xxxvi. 3 in Leviticus Rabbah, c. 14 (38 b 2, at the 
bottom) ; Koheleth ii. 12 in Exodus Rabbah, c. 2, at the commencement 
(33 b) ; Esther i. 14 in Megilla, 12 b 30"; Dan. iv. 34 in Leviticus 
Rabbah, c. 13 (38 a 3); 2 Chron. vii. 3 in Shebuoth, 16 b; xv. 3 in 
Leviticus Rabbah, c. 19 (52 a 5, at the bottom). 

There is yet another formula which furnishes an unmistakable 
proof for the division of verses, and which occurs often enough. We 
allude to the favourite sentence that "three things are contained 
in one verse *." If the ancients had had a division of verses diiferent 
from ours, there should be cases of passages of scripture having now 
two verses of which it was said that " all three things occurred in one 
verse." But no such case occurs in t!he passages noted by me, and 
which follow here. That there is no question here of the opinions 
of single individuals is proved by the circumstance that many a state- 
ment in reference to this occurs several times, in the most different 
sources, and in the name of many authorities, as will be clearly seen 
from our list : Gen. iii. 6 in Genesis Rabbah, c. 19 (84 b), Jose ben 
Zimra= Koheleth Rabbah, 5, 10 (30 b); Exod. xv. 13 in Numbers 
Rabbah, c. 12 (97 a), which same interpretation is applied to another 
biblical passage in Jer. Megilla, 3, 7 (74 b 39) ; Deut. xiv. 7 " in 
Leviticus Rabbah, c. 13 (37 b); xxxiii. 23 in Jer. Berachoth, 7, 6 
(11 d, at the top) ; Isa. li. 16 in Jer. Taanith, 4, 2 (68 a, at the bottom, 
bis) '= Jer. Megilla, 3, 7 (79 b 39); Zech. x. 1 in Jer. Taanith, 3, 2 
(66 c 18, 28) in the name of Eleazar (its?? '"i)= Leviticus Rabbah, 

' Introduced by the words mn piDSnit), and fully indicated. When 
we make no remarks, the reader should carefully consider the cited 
passage before doubting its demonstrative value. 

^ TOMT 1D1D kVi 1D1D mn piDD 'jib iffi«T «^, already quoted before, as is also 
the following passage. But the passages, already adduced before in proof 
of the designation of the portions of the verses, are not all repeated. 

* TOKj manp dmj bs m piDo to 'i'; 't to«. 

* nns piCD3 jraE^iin. 

" Not Lev. c. II, where these three significant words are scattered over 
vers. 4, 5, 6. The original place of the Agadah was in Deuteronomy, whence 
it was taken over. We cannot, therefore, agree with Harris, J. Q. R. I, 140. 
It seems that Harris allowed himself to be carried away by Strack, 
Prolegomena, p. 80. 

° The whole verse is interpreted. 
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c- 35 (103 b) ; Koheleth xii. i in Jer. Sota, 3, 2 (18 a) in the name of 
Levi; 2 Chron. vii. 14 in Jer. Taanith, 2, i (65 b3), Eleazar'. 

On recapitulating our investigations thus far, we find that an 
innumerable amount of data testify to the high — we may safely say 
the pre-Talmudic— antiquity of our division of verses ^. We will now 
do what hitherto has been exclusively done, namely, to look at the 
revei-se of the medal, and look for those statements which speak 
against our division of verses. In order to prevent misunderstandings, 
we observe at the very beginning that here only the information 
given by the tradition and the oldest Jewish commentators shall 
be taken notice of, as these can also be regarded as the Massoretes 
of their age. On the other hand, the views of the modern commen- 
tators who differ from the Massorah shall not be taken into account, 
because the subject of inquiry is, above all, to establish the historical 
conditions of the question, but not to investigate the correctness 
of the views of the Massoretes. We have no reason to believe in the 
infallibility of the Massoretes ; for, with all our admiration for their 
truly grand achievements, we cannot close our eyes to the fact that 
they have made now and then serious mistakes '. Historical impor- 
tance would attach to the conceptions of the ancient versions when 
contradicting those of the Massorah, especially to those of the LXX 
and the Peshita ; there is, however, as yet a want of more modern 
special inquiries *. 

Only a small number of verses divided in a different way from that 
of the Massorah can be pointed out ; we shall adduce them in as far 
as we know them. 

' The Agadah occurs also : Jer. Sanh. 10, 2 (28 c 9) ; Koheleth Babbah, 
5, 6 (28 b) ; Pesikta Eabbathi, 200 a, 200 b 16, Vn, as if it were a Baraitha ; 
Genesis Babbah, c. 44 (180 b). 

^ Vide Frankel, Vorstudien su derSeptuaginta, p. 217, holds that the "present 
division of verses " is younger than the Talmudical period. We return 
to that question in the course of our essay. 

^ Vide my Massoretische Untersuchungen, and mj Zur Eirieitung in die Heilige 
Schri/t. pp. 100-120. 

* Important observations on the stichometry of the Old and New 
Testaments have been made by Graux, Martin, Sanday, Zahn, Harris, 
Berger, and E. Klostermann. But detailed investigations would be 
required for our purpose. Such have not been made, to our knowledge, to 
such an extent as to enable the question as to the relations of the division 
of verses of the LXX, the Peshita, and other versions to be discussed. 
We shall, as soon as possible, devote a special inquiry to this subject. 
Azaria de Bossi, Meor Enayim, II, c. 8, at the commencement, has already 
drawn attention to the diffei-ent division of verses between the LXX and 
the Massorah. 
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Rashi to Gen. xix. 18 connects ''ilX to the following verse, at which 
Norzi, ad loc, expresses his surprise. lb. xxxv. 22, we have a 
plDS ySDN3 NpDS, whilst Pinsker, Einleitung in das hahylonische 
Punktationssystem, p. 48, states that, in an old code of the Bible, this 
passage formed two verses, which Geiger had already assumed 
(Urschrift, 373). The Massoretes differ about it, as Norzi observes 
ad loc. From Megilla, 25 b 22, it might be inferred that this text 
had been taken as one verse ; for we read there that when, during 
the reading at the synagogue, the passage ^S")E'^ pE'^ ^T1 was read, 
Chanina ben Gamliel called out to the Meturgeman, " Translate only 
the last \" If the verse had terminated with the words '^iO^ JJI3E'''1 , 
the Meturgeman, to whom it was not allowed to read more than 
a verse at a time, would have had nothing to translate. At any rate, 
the possibility that in reference to this verse Massorah and tradition 
were in conflict is not excluded. Similarly, the possibility of a con- 
tradiction must be admitted in reference to Gen. xlix. 7. It is known 
that this verse belongs to one of the five passages, the division of 
which is doubtful, so that "illN of the following verse is brought 
in connexion with the preceding one ^. It is true the Massorah had 
to decide for one of the two modes of division. All scholars who 
dealt with the division of verses, take their stand on the Talmudical 
passage in Kiddushin, 30 a (=Nedarim, 38 a), according to which, in 
Palestine, Exod. xix. 9 was divided into three verses. We should 
have, therefore, historical evidence for the discrepancy between the 
Babylonian and the Palestinian division of verses. We shall soon 
have occasion to speak about this. 

Numbers xii. 2, 3 was read as one by Nathan, Sifre I, 100'. This 
is not, however, to our mind, a proof for any difference in the division 
of verses from ours, for such license was admissible in interpreta- 

* Mechilta, 17, 9 (54a, at the top); Jer. Aboda Zara, 2, 8 (41c, at the 
bottom) ; Babl. Joma, 52 a ; Genesis Eabbah, c. 80 (303 b), and elsewhere : 
van nnS ^xid mira ®' cnn nsjon. The other examples and the diver- 
gence in the sources do not concern us here. I must confess I cannot 
understand how a Tanna could have had any doubt whether Gen. iv. 7, 
3'E'n «"? D«l nsu:, was to be read. The matter is very obscure. Cf. also 
f^vh-Q T, No. TOT . On the ninsn in the middle of a verse, vide Minchat Shai 
to Gen. xxxiv. 7, Exod. xxiv. 5, xxv. 34, Deut. xxxi. 16. In this connexion 
the saying of Eaba's becomes of interest : snp «pcDn scnn W3D >>3T V'^ 
(Menachoth, 74a; Baba Bathra, iiib; Arachin, 26 a). Geiger, Urschrift, 
p. 143, tries to explain why they wanted to connect nns with the preceding 
verse. 

* rma wm 'n roici ycmv • • • nw» :ra '•\. 
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tions*. Deut. iv. 30, 3 1 is introduced in Pesikta, ed. Buber, 162b 2, with 
the words ntn pIDBH. It is, however, possible that originally only the 
first verse was cited here, and that afterwards the second verse was 
added to it; or also, that pIDSn is equivalent to 3inDn, since the 
difference between these two expressions was no longer felt in 
the idiom of the later Midrashim, as we noted above'*. It is not 
impossible that Sifre took Deut. xviii. 12, 13 to be one verse, as both 
verses are treated in one Piska; it is true, in a short one (II, 173)'. 
The majuscle Tav in D''On would, in that case, have to be considered 
as a polemical sign against the connexion of the two verses. Deut. 
XXV. 2 terminates, according to the Massorah, with "ISDD3, and ver. 3 
commences with Q'^^iN , According to the Mishna, Makkoth, 22 a, 
as also Sifre, II, 286*, these two words belong together. The 
Septuagint concurs with this, for there ver. 3 commences km. apidfi<^ 
Tea-a-afxiKovTa^. Josh. xiii. 3 concludes with D"'1J?ni. This is also 
assumed in the Talmud, ChuUin, 60 b, where the question is asked 
and answered, why five Philistine princes are mentioned and six 
enumerated. But, at the same time, it is recorded that Rab and 
a Baraitha are of a different opinion, and maintain that the D''iy 
came from Teman', to which Tosafoth correctly observes that, 
according to this conception, D"'iyni must be drawn to the following 
verse. Ps. Ixxxii. 5 b was perhaps the commencement of a new verse ; 
this has already been conjectured before, after Sukka, 55 a. In the 
Mishna, Aboda Zara, 2, 8, there is a controversy between Joshua and 

' In the Halachic Midrashim we found several, but did not note them 
down. Cf. Strack, 1. c, pp. 78 and 155. 

^ Jer. Sanhedrin, 10, 2 (28 c), also has mn plDsrt, and likewise cites both 
verses required by the context. The possibility of a divergence between 
Massorah and tradition may therefore be admitted. 

' There are, of course, many Piskas that treat on several verses. But 
in this passage a connexion of the two verses meets with no difftculty, 
so that the possibility may be admitted. 

nyhvi. The controversy is perhaps based on a discrepancy in the division 
of the verses. 23 a 19, Babba Kahana cites iDDoa in3>\DT na. 

' This was already pointed out by Azaria de Bossi, Meor Enayim, II, c. 8, 
at the commencement ; but it escaped him that in this case the Tradition 
with the LXX gave evidence against the Massorah. 

' "iai iNa jo'no my 'an 'a: w::! • wa jo'rra u^<^t an ia«T ani vtvhm. The 
Vulgate accords with the Talmudic division, which might be referred 
back to Jerome (Geiger, JMische Zeitschrift, X, 277). But the Talmudic 
passage shows also that our division was not only known, but also 
generally adopted; otherwise the question, "five are named and six 
enumerated," could not have been raised at all. 
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Ishmael about Song of Solomon, i. 2, which has been much discussed. 
A. Perls tried to prove ' with arguments, some of which are plausible 
enough, that the difference of opinion turned on the question, whether 
p'D has to be drawn to the next verse ; and that Joshua negatived 
it by citing the Song of Solomon iv. lo, where P''D could not be com- 
bined with n^ll. Accordingly, in the Mishna, T'JDB' n'11 would have 
to be read instead of T'JDE' ni")?, and D^31D to be struck out, as being 
a later addition. In post-Talmudical time, S^adyah has, in ten passages, 
adopted a termination of the verses different from the traditional ^. 
The Orientals and Occidentals differ about Deut. xvi. 3 ; according to 
the former tlTSna ''3 is pIDS CNn, according to the latter plDD niyW. 
They also differ about Isa. xx. 2, which the Orientals divide into two 
verses *. Ps. xlvi. 6 terminates, according to the St. Petersburg Codex, 
as also the Peshita, with the first word of ver. 7 ^ 

Only ten of the passages discussed here belong to the Talmud and 
Midrash, and I have my doubts about them, whether they really 
contradict the Massorah ; since only Deut. iv. 30, 31 and Ps. Ixxxii. 5 b 
have been handed down by the tradition without controversy, and 
it is not at all clear that they are contradictory. Exod. xix. 9, which 
is considered by the scholars to clinch the question as to the diver- 
gence in the division of verses, proves at the same time that this 
passage formed one verse in Babylonia ; consequently, that our 
Massorah is based upon the Babylonian traditions. The Massorah 

' In the Hungarian Magazine, Magyar Zsido Szemle, XI, 158 sqq. One 
of his chief arguments is taken from Jer. Aboda Zara, 2, 8 (41 c, at the 
bottom) : minac nw'icn cnni M'lDn') ib rt'n iz^pio n'n nnana irVsn: d». This 
interpretation is disputed by A. Sidon, 1. c, p. 266 sqq. 

* Cf. on this point, Baeher, Abraham Ibn Ezra als Qrammatiker. pp. 38, 39, 
where also the opinions of Jehuda Halevi {Kusari, III, 21), Ibn Ezra, and 
Efodi [Macisse Efod, c. 7, p. 41) on the distribution of verses are given. It is 
held to be the work of either Ezra or the Ecclesia Magna. Samuel ben 
Meir, in accordance with Shocher Tob (ed. Bosin, p. 46), connects also 
rjiom, Gen. xxxvi. la, with the preceding verse. In our copies of 
Shocher Tob, the passage is not found (vide Rosin, ad loc, n. 10), 
Jad Maleachi, n. 283. 

' Vide Baer, Liber Genesis (Lipsiae, 1869), p. 81, n. i. 

* Baer, Liber Jesaiae (Lipsiae, 1872) ; Pinsker, Einleitung in das habylonisch- 
hebrSische Punktationssystem (Vienna, 1863), p. 4. 

' Pinsker, 1. c, p. 133, corrects at the same time V3S after xlii. 12 and 
xliii. 5, into <3B. Pinsker expresses himself there on the division of 
verses and accentuation in general ; he gives several conjectures about 
Biblical passages in contradiction to the Massorah, and quotes such also 
from older and newer works. We also refer to Buhl, Kanon und Text des 
A. T., pp. 233 sqq. and 241 ; Dillmann, Hiob*, XXIV, on xi. 6 and xvi. 4. 
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has thus made a choice out of two traditional opinions, but there 
is no question of a conflict with tradition. Besides, there seems alao 
to have been a Massorah, which followed the Palestinians, which 
we shall try to show in the chapter on the number of verses of the 
Pentateuch. Too far-reaching conclusions have been drawn from 
the passage in Kiddushin, 30 a. It was overlooked that there the 
question is that of fixing the exact half of the number of verses 
of the Pentateuch, namely, whether Lev. xiii. 33 belongs to the first 
or the second half. A decision on this point can be arrived at by 
counting, only when there is no doubt about any one verse of the 
whole Pentateuch in reference to number. It can, therefore, be 
understood why R. Joseph in a dispute about words declines a proposal 
to count the verses of the Pentateuch by referring to the statement 
of an Amoraite as to the division of Exod. xix. 9. But this does not 
show yet that in Babylonia the division of verses was carried on in 
an arbitrary manner, or that there had been greater differences 
of opinion about the same. Just the contrary. Since R. Joseph 
refers to a Palestinian and not to a Babylonian controversy, we may 
conclude with confidence that in Babylon there was no difference 
of opinion on the point. R. Joseph, in saying, "We are not con- 
versant with the division of verses," means, as may be gathered from 
the context, that there may be some verse or other which was divided 
in Palestine into two verses, as the example he refers to shows ; but 
he never thought of a different system of dividing the verses, or even 
of one that was divergent in a number of instances. On the other 
hand, in asking the question whether the Massoretic and Talmudic 
mode of dividing the verses were identical, we do not mean to say 
that every single verse of the twenty^-three thousand must concur. 
The identity of both modes of dividing the verses is established even 
if — and this is not the case— in some ten or twenty of the five thousand 
eight hundred and forty-five verses of the Pentateuch an essential 
discrepancy between Talmud and Massorah could be shown. Even 
between Madinchae and Maarbae differences are shown to exist 
on this point, and yet nobody will think of maintaining that these 
schools had two different modes of dividing the verses. 

We were not able to oppose anything to the numerous decisive 
proofs for the concurrence of Talmud and Massorah, even after 
a diligent investigation of the sources and the literature, except 
a few uncertain passages. The proofs in favour of the identity 
emanate both from Palestinian and Babylonian sources, and belong 
to various periods ; and this testifies to the same division of verses in the 
divers lands during the course of centuries. This disposes also of 
Rappoport's conjecture (HaUchoth Kedem, Amsterdam, 1846, pp. 10 
and 17) that in Palestine, where the whole Pentateuch was read 
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in three years, most verses were divided into two or three ^ It 
is also groundless, when Friedmann, in the final note to Sifre 
Ntimeti and the Litteratiirblatt of the Menora, I, No. 3, speaks of an 
uncertainty in reference to the division of verses having crept in 
at some period, so that we no longer know which verses were 
formerly divided. We have traced our division of verses from the 
most ancient time up to the conclusion of the tradition, and shall 
find the same again in the various statements of the Massorah. The 
far-reaching inference, which Gratz {Monafsschrift fur Geschichte und 
Wissenschaft des Judenihums, XX, 52) draws from a Gaonic expression 
is also unjustified, and must be rejected *. If we look without 
prejudice upon the age of the division of verses, we must consider 
the differences that have arisen in the course of centuries in various 
countries as rather too few than too numerous, and, in opposition to 
most scholars, take them as exceptions to the rule, tending to confirm 
the high age of the division we possess. 



3. The Division of Verses of the Massorah. 

In the preceding investigations it was presumed that the division 
of verses of the Massorah was known, and that, with very few excep- 
tions, it was identical with that of our editions of the Bible. This 
identity is, in the first instance, based upon the tradition ; for our 
editions flowed from manuscripts in which the division of verses was 
marked. It is further based on the concurrence of the numbers 
of the verses of separate sections (Pentateuch), and of the sums 
of the verses of the separate books and of the three parts. That also 
the separate verses in respect to their magnitude, i.e. the division 
of verses, in a narrower sense, are the same in our copies as those 
which the Massorah hands down and demands, follows from the 
diversified statements about the "Pesukim," which can be verified 
by the "Pesukim " of our copies. It is for the purpose of establishing 

' Baer also, Orieni, XII (1851^ p. 263, rejects Eappoport's opinion without 
attempting the proof given by us as to the verses mentioned by the 
tradition. Cf. also Luzzatto's Letters, p. 345 seq. 

' mmncm nn.T'i nncnn Ss-iic pMb tai fi nni 'i:® fi • • • nwipoi '.Vixi 
D'pDEn -^in'nn D'oritn 'pocii mwnDi. From this it follows that in only 
a few passages there existed a difference between MadinchaS and MaarbaS ; 
but there is no question of different systems or of numerous differences. 
Pinsker, Punktationssystem, p. 133 seq., also speaks of the division of vei-ses 
as of something changeable. Cf. also at the end of the fifth chapter 
the confutation of GrStz's conjecture about the division and the middle 
of the vei-ses of the Pentateuch. 
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this assertion, and, at the same time, of illustrating what importance 
the Massoretes attached to the division and limitation of verses, 
and what amount of labour they consequently bestowed on them, 
that we will produce here a few characteristic data from the 
Massoietic material extant. For this object we shall make use of the 
Massora marginalis and finalis, such as Frensdorff 's Massoretic works 
(Ochlah We-Ochlah, Hanover, 1864, and Massoretisches WUrterhuch, 
Hanover and Leipzig, 1876), and Grinsburg's The Massorah (3 parts). 
In the latter books the reader can find the further explanations 
of the data we produce, and, of course, a great number of other data 
on this point \ 

We commence with the proofs for whole verses. There are three 
verses (Gen. ii. 5, Num. xxvi. 8, Josh. xi. 14) which number eighty 
letters {Ochla, No. 316, cf. M. W. B., p. 377 b) ; three verses commence 
and terminate with E' (Massora Exodus, 29, 30 ; M. W. B., p. 378 b ; 
Ginsburg, E>, No. 17). Eleven other verses begin and terminate with }U 
(Ginsburg, II, 3, No. i3=Lev. xiii. 9; Num. xxxii. 32, &c.). There 
are ten verses each word of which contains a K* (Massora, Num. xxvi. 
24; Mf., E>, 8 ; Ginsburg, {?•, 18) ; the whole alphabet (Ginsburg, S, 277; 
M. W. B., p. 381 b ; for instance, Zeph. iii. 8 : cf Minchat Shai ; Ezek. 
xxxviii. 12, &c.). Five verses have forty words each : Jer. xxxviii. 4, 
Dan. iii. 15, v. 33, Esther iii. 12 (Massoret. Wdrterbuch, 380 and 381, 
No. i). The fifth verse was unknown to Frensdorff; it is, as Ginsburg, 
D, 442, correctly states, Dan. vi. 13. Fourteen verses of the Pentateuch 
contain three words each (Massora Exodus, 28, 13, &c.; Mf. T, i ; 
M. Tr.£., p. 381, No. 4; Ginsburg, D, 439). Four verses have each 
seven words consisting of four letters (Mp., Psalm Ixxiii; 2, Prov. 
xvii. 3). Ps. cxix has four verses — namely, 15, 47, 113, and 146— 
having four words each (Massora, Ps. cxix. 47 : Mf. IV, 17). 

LuDWio Blau. 
(To be continued.) 

' Vide particularly Ochla, Nos. 39, 164, 171-175, 179, 194, 225-230, 
268, 274-282, 286-288, 396-360, 362-365, 374 ; Massoretisches Worterbuch, 
pp. 373-381. The Massorah follows, on the whole, in its arrangement the 
Masora flnalis ; the above-mentioned book, the Massoretisches Worterbuch, can 
therefore be used. It is rather more difficult, as we have done, to look 
out the needful passages from the register to vol. II. But, having regard 
to the space at our disposal, we can only give a small fragment. After 
some study of the Massoretic material, the corresponding data can easily 
be found in these four collections. We, therefore, refer to this only 
occasionally. Ochla is the handiest of them, but contains, comparatively, 
the fewest data ; which proves that, in the course of centuries, the 
Massoretic material has increased also in this respect. We do not 
especially cite Frensdorff 's notes. 



